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veys  is  convincing  people  to  participate. 
However, it is often difficult or impossible to 
determine why people refuse. Panel surveys 
provide  information  from  previous  waves 
that can offer valuable clues as to why peo-
ple  refuse  to participate.  If we are able  to 
anticipate the reasons for refusal,  then we 




on  how  to  convince  potential  participants 
to participate. 
This  study  examines  different  influences, 
as  determined  from  the  previous  wave, 
on  refusal  reasons  that  were  given  by  the 
respondents in the subsequent wave of the 
telephone  Swiss  Household  Panel.  These 
influences include socio-demography, social 
inclusion,  answer  quality,  and  interviewer 
assessment of question understanding and 
of  future  participation.  Generally,  coef-
ficients  are  similar  across  reasons,  and 
between-respondents  effects  rather  than 




Verweigerungen  sind  ein  Hauptproblem  in 
Befragungen.  Oft  ist  es  jedoch  schwierig 
oder unmöglich zu bestimmen, warum man-
che  Leute  verweigern.  Panelbefragungen 
können  helfen,  Verweigerungsgründe  vor-
herzusagen, da Informationen von Respon-
denten aus früheren Wellen vorliegen. Falls 
Eigenschaften  von  Verweigerern  und  von 
ihnen  verwendete  Verweigerungsgründe 
antizipiert werden  können,  lassen  sich  ge-
eignete Maßnahmen treffen, diese Personen 
zur Teilnahme zu bewegen. Dazu zählt zum 







Demografie,  soziale  Inklusion,  Antwort-
qualität, und Interviewereinschätzung über 
das  Fragenverständnis  und  die  zukünftige 
Teilnahme. Allgemein sind die Koeffizienten 
für  die  verschiedenen  Verweigerungsgrün-
de  ähnlich,  wobei  eher  zwischen-Personen 
Effekte  als  innerhalb-Personen  Effekte  si-
gnifikant  sind.  Während  ’Kein  Interesse’ 
einfacher  zu  prognostizieren  ist,  spielen 
4  Methoden — Daten — Analysen  ·  2012, Jg. 6, Heft 1, S. 3-20 
1  Introduction1
Refusing  to  complete  a  survey  is  the  most  important  reason  for  nonresponse, 
both  in  cross-sectional  (e. g.,  Stoop  et al.  2010)  and  especially  in  panel  surveys 
(e. g., Lipps 2009). To prevent (final) refusal, most surveys that use random samples 
implement  some  refusal  conversion  (e. g.  Lipps 2011) or  refusal  avoidance  tech-
nique (e. g., Schnell/Trappmann 2006). Good experiences with the strategy of tai-
loring (Groves/Couper 1998; Stoop 2004),  i. e., adapting the treatment of sample 
members  according  to  their  characteristics,  attitudes  towards  surveys,  previous 
survey experiences and behavior, further motivates this. 
To improve adaptation strategies, using information about the reasons for 
refusal  is  generally  recommended  (Barnes  et al.  2008).  Phillips  et al.  (2002) note 
that “refusals can be for a variety of different reasons, and more information about 
this will enable a sensitive and appropriate response” (p. 45). As for final  results 







































































view  (e. g., Voogt 2004; Scherpenzeel 2011).  In  this  section we review  if  reasons 
mentioned  are  related  to  characteristics  of  the  respondents  in  the  literature,  in 
cross-sectional surveys on one hand and panel surveys on the other. In face-to-
face surveys, reasons (like too old) related to visible characteristics (like old age) 










from the third  round of  the European Social Survey,  report  that people  tend to 























































































De  Keulenaer  2005).  A  bad  report  quality may  stem  from  a  lack  of motivation 
and  signals  ‘satisficing’3  that  is  followed  by  a  drop-out  (Loosveldt/Carton  2001; 
Loosveldt  et al.  2002).  In  addition,  people who  are  hard  to  convince  to  partici-
pate (Spiess/Kroh 2008; Uhrig 2008; Loosveldt/Carton 1997; Loosveldt et al. 2002), 
or  those  supposed not  to  repeat  at  the next wave  by  interviewers  (Campanelli/
O’Muircheartaigh 2002) are candidates for no  interest reasons at the next wave 
survey  request.  To  the  contrary,  we  expect  fewer  no  interest  reasons  amongst 
those with higher levels of education since the higher educated are more likely to 
see the utility of survey participation and the links between participation and the 




























economics.  The  SHP  is  a  nationwide,  annual  centralized  CATI  panel  survey  that 
started in 1999 with a sample of 5,074 households, randomly drawn from the tel-
ephone  register  and  covering  the  Swiss  residential  population.  The  refreshment 
sample, first observed in 2004, consists of about 2,538 households selected in the 
same way. Each year,  the household  reference person  is asked  to first  complete 
the household roster using the grid questionnaire. Conditional of the listing of all 

















tive  to  the  chances  of  a  successful  refusal  conversion  after  another  reason  for 
refusal  (odds  ratio).  This  shows  that  on  the  household  level,  refusal  conversion 
attempts especially pay off after a broken appointment. To the contrary, on the 





















and OR with cooperation. Since  the  interviewer of  the previous wave may have 
effects on the reasons (Pickery et al. 2001), we consider her basic characteristics 
(and  ID). Because respondents and previous  interviewers are clustered  in a non-




where  logit  y(ij)t  denotes  the  logarithmic  probability  to  mention  the  reason  for 
refusal considered rather than cooperation (log odds) by the (crossed) i-th respond-
ent  to  the  j-th  interviewer  at wave  t,  x(ij)t  the  respective  covariates,  μ  the  grand 
mean, μi  the mean of  random departure due to  respondent  i, and νj  the mean of 
random  departure  due  to  interviewer  j.  We  assume  the  usual  zero  covariance 
between  x  and  μi,  and  x  and  νj.  Note  that  there  is  no  continuously  distributed 
















 – whether  the  respondent  owns  the  house/apartment  she  is  living  in: 
(mean=55 %)




 – whether  the  respondent has a  foreign nationality  from a country other 
than one of the neighboring countries: (mean=4 %)













 – proportion  of  midscale  answers  on  subjective  11  categories  questions: 
(mean=15 %)
 – proportion  of  extreme  answers  on  subjective  11  categories  questions: 
(mean=20 %)
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4.  Previous wave interviewer assessment of respondent understanding and will-
ingness to continue:7











 – interviewer  young  (<30  years)  and  respondent  young  (Lipps  2010)  (<35 
years) (mean=18 %)












7  Since  the  interviewer  assessment  values  could  be  a  consequence  of  the  same  underlying 
process  that  leads  to non-participation,  rather  than a  cause, one could conjecture an as-































which possibly  distinguish  the use of  different  reasons.  It  could be  the  case  that 
seven years (2004-2010) is too short to capture enough within-respondent variation. 
Based on the significant (5 % and especially the 1 ‰ level) regression coef-
ficients,  we  characterize  people  that  are more  likely  to  use  one  of  the  reasons 
for refusal, and compare these with our expectations. Generally, if significant, the 
coefficients have  the expected sign, although  it  is  sometimes difficult  to distin-
guish people using different reasons for refusal. Although the coefficients are simi-
lar across reasons, our expectations are met at least in parts.
15 Lipps: Using Information from Telephone Panel Surveys ... 
Table 2  Logits Cross-Classified Models 
Specific Reason given vs. Cooperation Coeff. BAv BAf NI NT OR
Wave W 0.14 0.30 -0.09 -0.20
Person is Household Reference Person W -0.83 0.57 -0.58
Household Size W 0.65
Respondent has partner living in the same Household W










Person is Household Reference Person B -1.19 0.57 -0.39 -0.70 -0.56
Household Size=2 (base=1) B -1.15 0.41
Household Size=3+ (base=1) B -1.17 -0.65 0.39
Respondent has partner living in the same Household B 0.52
Child under 7 years in household B -.41
Respondent working B 0.36 0.46 0.28 0.92
Respondent is interested in politics [0=no .. 10=yes]  B -0.06 -0.05
Proportion of midscale answers on subjective questions B 1.58 2.07 1.24 2.30 1.46
Proportion of extreme answers on subjective questions B 1.03 1.10 .67 1.35 1.22
Proportion of item-nonresponse on subjective Questions B
Respondent understands Questions [0..2] B 0.43
Respondent  difficult  to convince to participate [1..3] B 1.16 0.68
Respondent will repeat in next wave [0..3] B -0.46 -0.73 -0.83
Respondent Education [0low..10high] B -0.07
Respondent Active in a Club or Group B -0.28 -0.23
Respondent is owner of house  B -0.35
Respondent male B 0.52
Respondent Age (in 2004) 14-25 B 1.18 0.63 0.35
Respondent Age (in 2004) 26-34 B 0.52 0.48
Respondent Age (in 2004) 65+ B -1.13 -1.66
Resp. has foreign nationality of a neighboring country B
Respondent has foreign nationality of another country B 0.43
Interviewer male I 0.42 0.33




Bayesian DIC 1) 2974 3562 7440 2748 4807
Bayesian DIC (Null (intercept only) model) 3455 4211 8841 3183 5437
Random Effects: Interviewer Variance 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.02 (ns)
Random Effects: Interviewer Variance (Null model) 0.44 0.18 0.33 0.11 (ns) 0.41
N (Observations) 31579 31661 32280 31547 31815
BAv= broken vague appointment, BAf=broken fixed appointment, NI=No Interest, NT=No Time, OR=Other Reasons. 
Coefficients: W: within-respondent estimator, B: between-respondent estimator, I Interviewer, I-R Interviewer-Re-
spondent Interaction. All listed coefficients |z|>1.96 (5 % level) (1 ‰ level with |z|>3.09 in bold). Models controlled 
for year dummies and intercept. Data SHP 2004-2010.
1) The Bayesian Deviance Information Criterion (DIC) is an MCMC penalised goodness of fit measure and is equiva-






this  reason  is  hardly  used  on  the  household  but  rather  on  the  individual  level. 















the questions well,  but  can easily be  identified as potential next wave  refusers. 
Interestingly, the previous interviewer tends to be male.
No Time (NT)
People  stating  ‘no  time’  reasons do  this preferably at early waves.  These people 
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